edition. 17 The original form of a biblical book is a theoretical limit or ideal concept for textual criticism, but it is in many ways an unreal goal. The actual -and achievable -goal of a critical text is the earliest inferable textual state, viz., the corrected archetype, which we will supplement with the corrected hyparchetype(s) of variant editions. These are the best representations of 17 This formulation responds to the query of Tov (Textual Criticism [see n. 14], 364) about whether the OHB would choose to exclude some literary strata, such as the hymns of Hannah (1 Sam 2:1-10) and Jonah (Jonah 2), which were arguably added secondarily in the literary prehistory of the book. The concept of the archetype precludes the discrimination of such literary strata, since any composition attested in all the extant manuscripts is, by definition, in the archetype.
problem, since it is impossible to formulate a consistent approach to the spelling of the archetype.
How does one move from the features of the existing Hebrew manuscripts -including the Dead Sea Scrolls, which have a plethora of spelling practices; the medieval manuscripts, most with slight variations of the Tiberian system(s) of vocalization and annotation, and some with other systems (viz. Palestinian and Babylonian); and the Samaritan Pentateuch, with its full spelling and distinctive vocalization tradition -to a coherent approach to the design of a critical text? One cannot produce a sentence without making speculative decisions about how to write 18 On the historical and ontological complexities in the idea of an "accurate copy" of a book, see
Hendel, "What is a Biblical Book?" (see n. 11). 19 Textual Criticism (see n. 14), 362. the words, since spelling practices changed over time and were never systematized. The decisions necessary are dizzying, and some are philologically impossible.
A principled approach to these difficulties is provided by the concept of a copy-text, which was classically articulated by W. W. Greg in 1950. 21 Greg argued for a practical distinction between the "substantive readings" (viz. the words or lexemes) of a critical text, which are the prime focus of the textual critic, and the "accidentals" The distinction is not arbitrary or theoretical, but has an immediate bearing on textual criticism, for scribes (or compositors) may in general be expected to react, and experience shows that they generally do react, differently to the two categories. As regards substantive readings their aim may be assumed to be to reproduce exactly those of their copy, though they will doubtless sometimes depart from them accidentally and may even, for one reason or another, do so intentionally: as regards accidentals they will Editing (see n. 1), 135-53 (pagination from the latter). 22 Greg, "Rationale" (see n. 21), 143.
Masoretes -including Aharon ben Asher, Moshe ben Naphtali, and others -arguing over dinner about textual accidentals (such as the pointing of ‫יששכר‬ ),2 4 F 25 whereas the substantive readings were beyond cavil. 23 Greg, "Rationale" (see n. 21), 138. In scribal traditions from Qumran to the Tiberian Masoretes, including Samaritan, Palestinian and Babylonian scribal traditions, we can document a practical distinction between the treatment of substantive readings and accidentals. Since this distinction is cogent for the Hebrew Bible, we have adopted and adapted it for our design of the critical text. 26 I note that other scholars of early modern literature have proposed revisions to Greg's model to accommodate the interplay between authors and compositors in the era of the printing press, but these revisions are not germane for the textual situation of the Hebrew Bible.
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In a previous discussion, I wrongly associated the distinction between substantive readings and accidentals with the difference between meaning and presentation. This is too simple. 28 Spelling does not directly affect the meaning of a word, but it does serve to disambiguate its meaning. Vocalization and accentuation also disambiguate meaning and syntax. Since these accidentals are either necessary (spelling) or useful (vocalization and accentuation), the critical text will use these features from the copy-text and will correct them where appropriate (see below).
The copy-text will be L, our oldest complete manuscript of the Hebrew Bible. As this entry illustrates, the apparatus line is followed by the commentary, which can be brief or Entries such as this begin with the word or sequence addressed (in Hebrew, Greek, etc.). Since it is not a matter of variants, there is no prefixed apparatus. In this instance, the issue involves the vocalization and grammatical analysis of a word. The M vocalization here preserves a CBH construction -an asyndetic clause, in which a noun phrase in construct with a verb -which was normalized to LBH grammar in some reading traditions, yielding an absolute noun phrase that gave rise to a novel -and influential -interpretation of the verse.
The commentary will demonstrate that textual criticism is not just an esoteric discipline (although it is certainly that), but that it also entails a close reading of the text and its history of reception, which includes literary, linguistic, and theological dimensions. Of course, the registering of scribal errors -reš/dalet confusions, dittographies, eyeskips, etc. -is less hermeneutically complex, but it also details the all-too-human history of the text in its inevitable scribal changes.
Notice that the form of the apparatus shows, in nuce, the direction of change. The lemma (from the critical text) is to the left of the bracket, and the secondary readings and their explanation(s), are to the right. All the substantive evidence is presented in the apparatus entry.
By the convention of eliminatio, the testimonies of the minor versions -T, S, and V -are explicitly listed only where they differ from M; where they are not listed, they are witnesses to M. By presenting all the substantive evidence and all the relevant arguments, the reader is in a position to evaluate them independently and to reach, where desired, different conclusions. This is a sine qua non for any scholarly apparatus -that it be clear, complete, and refutable.
The relationship between the critical text and the apparatus and commentary articulates a theory of a critical edition that differs in many respects from the existing diplomatic editions.
The arrow of change built into the structure of the apparatus mirrors the relationship between the critical text and the commentary that surrounds it on the page. The idea is to represent the historical changes in the text, from the corrected archetype to the major manuscripts, as a process of development, including the entropy of scribal error and the creative episodes of linguistic, literary, and theological revision. In the latter, we detect the processes that made the books, as it were, "biblical," that is, sacred, intelligible, and relevant for the present. This theory of a critical edition follows Eugene Ulrich's proposal that textual criticism should be concerned not just with establishing a better text, but also with the Hebrew Bible's pluriform history:
The general project labeled "textual criticism of the Hebrew Bible" … must focus on the text of the ancient Hebrew Bible as it was, namely, diachronic and pluriform…. The purpose or function of textual criticism is to reconstruct the history of the texts that eventually became the biblical collection in both its literary growth and its scribal transmission; it is not just to judge individual variants in order to determine which were "superior" or "original."… Late layers or additions often have as much claim to being important tesserae in the biblical mosaic as do "original" or "early" elements of the developed text. The concept and design of the OHB are responses to the dynamic textual condition of the biblical books, which expands from the first edition of a book to its plural receptions and elaborations.
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Response to Criticisms
As a critical edition project that departs from customary procedure in our field, the OHB has attracted some weighty criticism. This is entirely proper, since serious debate about evidence, theories, and methods is the lifeblood of critical scholarship. Ideally such debate is self-correcting, producing ever more precise analyses and yielding richer interpretive practices.
We have had the benefit of thoughtful critiques by several scholars, including Emanuel Tov, This division roughly corresponds to issues of theory, method, and knowledge. I will address each in turn.
The problem of the "original" of a biblical book.
George Brooke has argued that the new data from the Qumran biblical scrolls mandate changes in our approach to textual criticism, one of which is: "Give up the pursuit of the original text." 43 He rightly maintains that "the starting point of the modern discussion of the text should be the artifactual evidence itself," and "the best way to understandings of earlier forms of the text is through paying attention to how each generation of Jewish and Christian traditors of the text has understood and used the text." 44 Certainly we must start with the evidence, including the evidence of scribal practices and hermeneutics, which the Qumran scrolls reveal in abundance.
However, Brooke then draws an unusual conclusion. Because the Qumran evidence is so complex, he wrongly infers that there is no genealogical relationship among the texts, and hence no need to posit an "original text" for each biblical book. He writes: "Faced with textual diversity in the earliest strata of the textual tell, the search for a pristine Ur-text has to be abandoned." 45 This is an unwarranted assertion. One might just as well say that faced with the diversity of bird species in the Galapagos Islands, the search for genealogical relationships and common ancestry among these species has to be abandoned. No ornithologist would accept this reasoning, and nor should any textual critic. Diversity of manuscripts and textual families is the normal situation for any scribally-transmitted book. The hypothesis that these manuscripts and textual families are genealogically related is a plausible and perhaps necessary explanation for them, as it is for birds. The only other explanation is polygenesis, that is, independent origins for different species of texts and birds.
Brooke is here relying on Shemaryahu Talmon's theory of "pristine texts and traditions,"
in which different versions of biblical books or biblical verses derive from independent crystallizations of divergent oral traditions. In his most detailed presentation of this theory, Talmon argues that biblical literature was primarily oral until the late Persian period, at which 43 Brooke, "Demise" (see n. 39), 33. 44 Brooke, "Demise" (see n. 39), 33. 45 Brooke, "Demise" (see n. 39), 34. Emanuel Tov has advanced other arguments against Talmon's theory of pristine texts and concludes: "the assumption of multiple pristine texts … does not constitute a viable model that explains the development of the texts and the relation between the existing differences." 60 However, Tov offers a different argument against the idea of the "original" of a biblical book.
As we have noted above, Tov argues each edition should be regarded as an original of that book. Tov also points to a more practical consequence of the divide between the theoretical models of "original text and editions" versus "multiple pristine texts." He writes:
For the praxis of textual criticism, in our view one of the two positions should be accepted. Almost all scholars are involved with the evaluation of textual variants, but often they may not be aware that this procedure actually requires the acceptance of the idea of an original text in some form. For those who claim that a certain reading is preferable to another one are actually presupposing an original text, since they claim that the reading better reflects the original composition from the point of view of the language, vocabulary, ideas, or meaning. The very use of such an argument is based on the perception of an original text, since otherwise two or more different readings could have been "equally original" thus negating the need to make a decision. that the idea of the original of a biblical book is a problematic concept. It is necessary in theory, but it remains an abstract concept in the absence of the autographs. More important, it is not the goal of a critical text. The archetype, viz., the manuscript that is latest common ancestor of the extant manuscripts, is the practical goal of textual criticism, not the original. The OHB critical texts, as stated above, aim to approximate the corrected archetype of a biblical book or, if that is beyond reach, the corrected hyparchetype(s) of one or more textual families. The original is a chimera, a purely abstract goal, which can never be fully achieved, and we cannot know the extent to which we have achieved it. The original is both historically and epistemologically distinct from the actual goal of a critical text, which involves the archetype.
The distinction between original and archetype -which has long been essential to the genealogical method of textual criticism -is important to acknowledge, because it defines the conditions of possibility of text-critical inquiry. One can "give up" the original text, as Brooke admonishes, but a textual critic cannot give up the archetype as an empirically warranted goal, at least insofar as one grants the actuality of the past. A critical edition is, after all, a genre of historical inquiry, and it derives its validity from the possibility of investigating and reconstituting details that have been lost or fragmented in the present.
The subjectivity of eclectic editions.
A consequence of Brooke's thesis that we should give up the pursuit of an original text is his exhortation: "Resist eclectic editions." 66 He correctly observes that "an eclectic edition is a scholarly invention" that "nowhere existed in any manuscript." 67 An eclectic edition is a genre of scholarly writing, and it is true that any particular eclectic edition never previously existed.
(The same applies to diplomatic editions, which are also scholarly inventions, but which Brooke does not propose that we resist.) However, if an eclectic edition is done well, it approximates a particular manuscript, the archetype, although it also reaches back of the archetype when it detects and corrects its scribal errors. An eclectic edition aims at the earliest inferable textual state of a book, which is an empirical and justifiable goal.
Yet this goal will necessarily be imperfectly achieved. In this respect any critical text can be criticized as never having existed in all its details. But the point of this "scholarly invention"
is to come closer to the original literary composition of a book than any of the extant manuscripts or printed editions. It is, in this sense, a work of restoration. It is a textual restoration of a book, comparable to the restoration of a painting by Rembrandt or Michelangelo. The difference is, of course, that a critical edition does not alter the old objects (the manuscripts), but rather provides another object, a restored and annotated text.
We may consider, for example, the value of correcting scribal errors, which is one of the Although I would change his "Urtext" to "corrected archetype," his point is generally valid.
There is subjectivity in the production of a critical text, and critical editions -even done by the same editor -will change over time. What I question is whether this is a valid criticism, or simply a response to the corrigibility of any work of historical scholarship.
I submit that Tov's criticism of subjectivity is overstated. The craft of textual criticism is not accurately characterized as "a personal view" or an "indulgence" of textual acumen. Textual criticism is, of course, not an objective procedure, but requires, by definition, critical judgment, 70 Housman, "Application of Thought" (see n. 1), 123. This would be an extremely interesting scholarly exercise, but whether it would be appropriate for an edition calling itself the Bible is something on which opinions could well differ. However secure the retroversion (and the fact that so much is parallel to MT gives the exercise a greater degree of plausibility than might otherwise be the case) it seems questionable to present the results of what is inevitably scholarly acumen in this manner. It is material for commentaries, monographs and articles rather than a Bible text.
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Because of the inevitable subjectivity in such text-critical work, Williamson argues that it should not be presented in a critical edition, but in other scholarly genres where such subjectivity can be more contained and controlled. But I would aver that if textual criticism is worth doing at all, there is no reason not do it fully, with all the evidence and arguments exposed to critical evaluation. Why should the eclectic method be practiced only covertly or piecemeal, in translations and commentaries? 79 If it is legitimate at all, then it should be done with full disclosure. Even if it is a mere "scholarly exercise" involving "scholarly acumen" (what else could it be?), there is no reason to hide it away.
In my view, the debate over subjectivity versus objectivity in textual criticism is misplaced, because it poses a false dichotomy. All of our judgments involve subjectivity. The question ought to be whether a particular critical judgment is warranted, based on cogent analyses and arguments, and alert to scribal practices and historical probabilities. As Kenney writes (echoing Housman), textual criticism is "the art and science of balancing historical 78 Williamson, "Reflections" (see n. 29), 168. probabilities." 80 The standard cannot be transcendental objectivity, but historical acuity, evidential scope, and explanatory adequacy. That is the best we can do, until someone else does it better. Scholarship is a dialogue and a process, a dialectic that involves elements of subjectivity and objectivity, and that is forever corrigible.
The argument over subjectivity and objectivity in critical editions is aptly addressed by G. Thomas Tanselle, a textual critic of modern English literature:
In the continual give-and-take of arguments over subjectivity and objectivity, some scholars naturally take the position that editions presenting critical texts are less valuable (if granted any value at all) than editions containing facsimile or diplomatic (or computer "hypertext") reproductions of texts as they appear in extant documents…. But any attempt to argue that they are necessarily superior to critical editions, or indeed that they constitute the only legitimate kind of edition, cannot possibly succeed. The two kinds must always coexist, for they represent two indispensable elements in approaching the past: the ordered presentation of artifactual evidence, and the creation, from that evidence, of versions of past moments that are intended to be more comprehensively faithful than the artifacts themselves -random (and perhaps damaged) survivors as they are…. Critical editions, however, are not merely inevitable; they are desirable. A text reconstructed by a person who is immersed in, and has thought deeply about, the body of surviving evidence relevant to a work, its author, and its time may well teach the rest of us something we could not have discovered for ourselves, even if the reconstruction can never be definitive -and even if, indeed, it places us in a position to criticize its own constitution… Some people may not be interested in reconstructing such events, but their lack of interest cannot render the effort invalid." One should collect these pieces in commentaries and handbooks and use them for scholarly purposes, as well as one can depending on the degree of certainty of the respective suggestion: but one cannot produce a text edition of the Old Testament with them. On these points I can only agree with Nöldeke's warning.
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Nöldeke's warning continues to reverberate today in the criticisms of eclectic method and eclectic editions.
Adrian Schenker and Philippe Hugo update these arguments by emphasizing the degree of conjecture involved in producing an eclectic edition. They rightly emphasize the degree of uncertainty involved when retroverting Hebrew readings from the LXX, the difficulty of establishing the relationships among variant editions, and the hypothetical status of critical texts is illuminating in ours, as is his concept of a richer and more methodologically self-conscious textual criticism:
In this book I want to make a contribution to a future edition of the Old Testament.
Directly, through a series of finished corrections that I submit; indirectly, through the method with which I obtain them. I am compelled to give the method as much weight as the results. It seems to me that textual criticism of the Old Testament is done too sporadically these days. One is content with individual emendations without engaging in a coherent assessment of the nature of the transmitted texts -one does not first attempt to learn about the constitution of the patient as a whole, but starts treating him immediately.
Due to the nature of the variants, a more comprehensive approach seems worthwhile, especially in the case of the Old Testament, and it bears, especially here, the most rewarding fruit.
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The common practice of textual criticism, in his day and ours, consists of ad hoc and desultory emendations of the MT, without the necessary deep knowledge of the textual conditions and history of the biblical book in question. Wellhausen compares this to a doctor who treats a patient's symptom immediately, without first assessing the health and history of the patient as a whole. Such a doctor is guilty of malpractice. One wants a trained and experienced doctor to conduct a full assessment of the patient's condition as a precondition for diagnosis and treatment.
The same condition obtains in textual criticism -although, happily, with less dire consequences.
Wellhausen advocates an eclectic method based on detailed and comprehensive approach to the textual condition of a given book, which will inevitably produce more accurate diagnoses. This is the methodological ideal of our project. Each OHB volume will present -in its introduction "it is … important to resist eclectic editions of the Hebrew Bible, because it is becoming increasingly evident that each scriptural book has its own complex story to tell." 93 As stated above, an eclectic edition is precisely the place to explore and explain the complex story of each biblical book. This is a reason to embrace such editions, where the complex textual history of the book is a primary focus.
Regarding other aspects of biblical studies, Brooke objects that "The production of eclectic editions … encourages the continuation of the divorce of text criticism from other more literary approaches to the scriptural text. 94 " In my view, once again, the reverse is the case. An eclectic edition highlights the textuality of a book in a way that that opens up its plural discursive, interpretive, and historical features, including its earliest reception. As I have elsewhere shown (using the example of 1 Samuel 17), the textual condition of biblical books is, 91 Brooke, "Demise" (see n. 39), 39. 92 Brooke, "Demise" (see n. 39), 39. The practical exigency remains that certain critical editions not be postponed forever for the sake of studying the history of the tradition in all its smallest details, that scholars not bury themselves so deeply in the study of medieval and Humanist culture that they forget to return to textual criticism.
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By the same reasoning, textual critics of the Hebrew Bible should not bury themselves in the historical problems so deeply that they forget to do textual criticism. Specialized studies are a necessary prolegomena to the production of critical editions, but there is no reason to postpone the latter until the former are complete. Specialized studies and critical eclectic editions should work in tandem, stimulating each other to greater sophistication.
A practical objection regarding our limited knowledge of textual history is advanced by Tov. He rightly states that an eclectic edition must make decisions on many topics that are not well understood. He writes:
The creation of an eclectic edition involves the finding of solutions to all issues, including many which one would otherwise delegate to an apparatus. These are pertinent questions, which an eclectic edition must address. I would add that these are fascinating and complex issues, which require all the acumen that a textual critic can muster.
These are the kinds of puzzles that make textual criticism intellectually challenging and (dare I say it?) fun, where academic inquiry takes on the color of a Sherlock Holmes mystery. 100 The solutions adopted in the OHB are as follows:
(1) Since the textual history of Proverbs is so complex that one cannot in many places restore a plausible archetype, the Proverbs volume (by Michael V. Fox) will produce a corrected hyparchetype of the proto-M family in the critical text, and will fully comment on the corrected hyparchetype of proto-G textual family in the commentary, including instances where this branch preserves Hebrew verses that are lacking in the proto-M family. These specific answers to Tov's questions should emphasize the kind of work involved in producing the OHB. We will certainly not solve every problem to everyone's satisfaction. We will rely on the guild of textual critics to point out the flaws in our arguments and to propose more compelling solutions. It will not be a perfect edition, which in any case is hardly thinkable.
But it will involve serious efforts to expand our knowledge and to stimulate further work on the most interesting problems of our discipline. The OHB, as I have previously suggested, will complement the other critical editions of the Hebrew Bible. The BHQ is a diplomatic editio minor, the HUB is a diplomatic editio maior, and the OHB will be an eclectic editio maior. This triad is comparable to the situation for the Septuagint, for which Rahlfs is an eclectic editio minor, the Cambridge Septuagint a diplomatic editio maior, and the Göttingen Septuagint an eclectic editio maior. Each of these critical editions has its distinctive uses and virtues, with the Göttingen edition as the most recent and ambitious undertaking. An eclectic edition does not replace diplomatic editions, but rather sets its sights on a different aim. The OHB aims to identify and restore the earliest inferable text and the later editions of biblical books (or portions thereof). The aim is to represent and discuss the full panorama of textual history, from a book's corrected archetype(s) to the latest scribal changes in the major manuscripts. This is an ambitious goal, which requires wide learning, keen judgment, and considerable effort. In contrast to this goal, the BHQ straddles the divide between an eclectic apparatus and a presentation of (and often, a preference for) the MT as the authoritative canonical text. This is an odd yoking of textual criticism and theology, which yields what James Barr described (for Thanks also to Scott-Martin Kosofsky for his design and typography of the following sample.
The Hebrew type is by Matthew Carter and Scott-Martin Kosofsky, after Guillaume Le Bé's "Texte Hébreu" (1568), which he created for the Antwerp Polyglot of 1569-73.
